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Climate Change and the
Proposed Scoping Plan:
There is a Better Way



Why We Care

� Our Communities will be most impacted by climate 
change

� We recognize that climate change is occurring much 
more quickly than was understood even 2 years ago.







California Acts

� Takes leadership on greenhouse gas reductions by 
deciding to adopt a cap and a plan for how to achieve 
it



September 27, 2006

� AB 32 (Fabian 
Nunez and Fran 
Pavely)

� The California 
Global Warming 
Solutions Act of 
2006

� Ending Global 
Warming



Scoping Plan



AB 32 says

� H & S Code § 38501





International Trading Scheme



With World Wide Offsets



EJAC Comments and Recommendations

� Committee met 4 times to discuss Scoping Plan

� Heard testimony regarding the past failures of 
trading programs

� Adopted in August 
� 3 comments

� 4 recommendations

� The Committee will be updating its Comments and 
Recommendations to address the Proposed Scoping 
Plan



EJAC Comments



EJAC Recommendations
August 2008





Trading and Offsets: The Fiction of Progress

� Trading Schemes Don’t Work and Crowds Out 
Things that Could Work

� Trading Stifles Innovation

� Offsets Just Makes it Worse



















To raise the cost of carbon, we can take either an indirect approach — creating 
a cap-and-trade system of pollution credits — or a direct approach: charging a 
fee for greenhouse gas pollutants. The question is: Which approach would be 
more effective? I’ve talked to a number of economists on this issue, people like 
Gilbert Metcalf at the National Bureau of Economic Research, and every one of 
them says the same thing: A direct fee is the better approach — but for the 
politics. There’s that phrase again: “But for the politics!”

Cap-and-trade is an easier political sell because the costs are hidden — but 
they’re still there. And the payoff is more uncertain. Because even though cap-
and-trade is intended to incentivize investments that reduce pollution, the 
price volatility for carbon credits can discourage investment, since an 
investment that might make sense if carbon credits are trading at $50 a ton 
may not make sense at $30 a ton. This price volatility can also lead to real 
economic pain. For instance, if 100 companies release higher emissions than 
they had planned for, they all have to buy more credits, which can create a very 
expensive bidding war. That’s exactly what’s happening in parts of Europe 
right now, and it’s going to cost companies there billions of dollars.

November 2, 2007, 8:00 am 

Bloomberg Calls for Tax on Carbon Emissions





Acid Rain/Sox Trading Program

� Pointed to as the model of success for trading

� Program fundamentally different from what is 
proposed here:
� Allocation for cap based upon a standard established in the 
Clean Air Act

� There was a clear path to compliance—essentially facilities 
converted to low-sulfur coal or added already available 
scrubbers

� There were no international offsets

� Cost was lower than the wild-eyed claims of industry’s worst 
case predictions





II think they 
left off the 
“re-” part

Crowding out things that would work









South Coast Air Basin NSR Offsets







What Do We Want?

A program that works.





There is a Better Way

� Adopt the Plan in December without the cap-and-
trade program connected to the Western Climate 
Initiative

� Ask staff to undertake further analysis of the trading 
proposal and provide a more robust presentation of 
the trading measure, the alternatives, and the 
impacts of those approaches as outlined in our 
Committee’s recommendations



“Just doing anything
is not the same thing 
as doing something”

Nettie Johnson
Aka “Momma”


